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Home Rule in D. C. 


Home rule for the nation’s capital city seems for 
the first time in many a year to be more than a gleam 
in the eye. A joint hearing on the bill proposed by 
Representative Auchincloss and Senator Ball has had 
stronger support among a wider range of citizens 
and citizens’ groups than any previous proposal has 
received. The bill was carefully drafted after nearly 
a year of work by a sub-committee of the House Dis- 
trict Committee, and has attracted high praise from 
experts in the field of local government. Louis 
Brownlow, former director of Public Administration 
Clearing House, said at the hearing that the bill 
not only offered a good charter for the District, but 
that it was one of the best charters he had seen 
anywhere. 

If the bill becomes law, the powers now exercised 
over the District of Columbia by three Presidentially 
appointed Commissioners and more than 60 agencies 
would be concentrated in an elected District Council 
of twelve members. The Council would pass all 
local ordinances. It would appoint a trained and 
experenced city manager as chief administrator. The 
functions would be re-grouped in an orderly way 
under 12 clear-cut departments. 


Congress Could “Veto” 


The District Council would also have the power 
to pass legislation on District matters, many of which 
are normally handled by state governments else- 
where. Either House of Congress could, by simple 
resolution, “Veto” the legislation passed by the 
District Council. The President could veto any legis- 
lation which the Congress did not veto. Tax bills 
would be classified as “legislation,” and would be 
subject to the Congressional or Presidential veto. 
Congress could, at any time, over-ride any District 
ordinance or law by enacting its own legislation, 
which would take precedence. 

Although the constitutionality of delegating legis- 
lative power to the District Council has been ques- 
tioned, most authorities believe that it would be 
constitutional. They point out that it is like the 
delegation of legislative power to Territorial Legis- 
latures, and that the Supreme Court has repeatedly 
upheld such delegations of legislative power. 


Will Conserve Energies 


It will be recalled that the Joint Committee on 
the Organization of Congress in 1946 strongly recom- 
mended home rule‘for the District of Columbia and 
that the provision was cut out of the Reorganiza- 
tion bill. The Auchincloss sub-committee has built 
on the Joint-Committee’s recommendation. Setting 
up a local government for the Capital City will not 
only right a long-standing wrong to the voteless 
citizens; it will “get the city of Washington off the 
backs of Congress” and will conserve the energies 
of Congressmen for the larger tasks of making na- 
tional policies. 

The bill is expected to reach the floor of Con- 
gress sometime in March. Its passage will depend to 
a very great extent upon the interest shown by citi- 
zens throughout the nation, since it is their elected 
representatives who will vote on it. 


Glimmer of Hope for D.P.’s 


By March 1 a new Displaced Persons bill is ex- 
pected to see the light of day. It will be neither the 
Stratton bill nor the Ferguson bill, but a new one 
which has been drawn up and presented to the Sen- 
ate Judiciary Committee by its Immigration sub- 
committee. The full Judiciary Committee is ex- 
pected to act on it by the end of this month. 

There seems to be little doubt now but that 2 
D.P. bill will be passed in this session. The question 
is, as ON so many issues, what kind of legislation will 
it be? Will the number of D.P.’s allowed to enter 
be so small as to be meaningless? Will it be hedged 
in with limitations as to nationality, occupation, 
religion, etc.P Will the conditions for admission be 
so severe that not even the number authorized by 
the bill will actually succeed in getting here? 

The Chairman of the House Subcommittee, Mr. 
Fellows, is also reported to be writing a new bill. 
There is little likelihood, however, that his Com- 
mittee will consider it until after the Senate Com- 
mittee brings out its report and bill. 

As soon as the Senate bill is released, we will want 
to examine it closely. There will be a chance for 
amendments, either good or bad, as it goes through 
Congress; the public will want to react promptly 
and forcefully. 


At least it is heartening that we can at last expect 
to see a concrete step forward toward securing D.P. 
legislation. What kind of a bill it will be depends 
on all of us. 


Federal Aid to Education 


The outlook for activity on the federal aid to 
education bill, S. 472 in the Senate, at an early date 
is encouraging. It is expected that Senate reaction 
to this legislation will be generally favorable. The 
chief effort of those supporting the measure will 
then need to be centered on the House where ap- 
proval of federal aid legislation by the full Educa- 
tion and Labor Committee has not yet been granted. 


Aid to Private Schools 


Two features in the bill may receive particular 
attention when it is considered on the floor. One 
concerns the use of federal funds in furthering edu- 
cation of pupils attending private and parochial 
schools. As presently written, the bill provides that 
states will define “public education” as affected by 
this legislation. Thus if states are now using public 
money to provide transportation or furnish textbooks 
to children attending private schools, funds author- 
ized by this bill will be available for this purpose. 
Those who disapprove of the use of tax money to 


aid private and parochial education in any way would 
have to raise the issue in their states. 


Flat Per Pupil Grants 


More likely to provoke debate on the merits of 
this particular bill is a minimum flat grant of $5 per 
pupil for every state, irrespective of the need. This 
provision runs contrary to the true equalization prin- 
ciple which would provide federal outlays for im- 
proving educational standards only to states that 
are financially unable to support a minimum educa- 
tional program. There is valid objection to the pres- 
ent provision which would place the federal govern- 
ment in the position of collecting money and then 
returning it to the states where suficient money could 
be raised without going through another layer of 
government. 

However, the political concern that a bill which 
didn’t offer something to every state might not get 
sufficient votes, has so far won out in both the Senate 
and House versions. ($3 per pupil is provided in 
the House bill.) With strong interest in guarding 
against unessential federal expenditures at this time, 
it is possible that someone will make an attempt to 
strike out the flat grants provision which, it is esti- 
mated, will amount to $50 million of the proposed 
$300,000,000. 


* CURRENT LEGISLATION x 


European Recovery Program*: On Feb. 17 the 
Senate Foreign Relations Comm. unanimously 
agreed to report the Committee-drafted ERP bill. 
The bill, together with the accompanying report, is 
expected to be filed within a week. Senate debate is 
scheduled to begin March 1. As approved, the bill 
would authorize $5.3 billion for a 12-month period 
ending April 1, 1949, a figure relative to the $6.8 bil- 
lion for a 15-month period previously proposed. Of 
the $5.3 billion, however, $3 billion would be paid 
from this year’s surplus revenue rather than from 
next year’s budget. The bill would authorize addi- 
tional aid through June 30, 1952, subject to future 
appropriations by future Congresses. (When bill 
becomes available, Trenps will comment more fully.) 


Housing: On Feb. 10 Senator McCarthy submitted 
an interim report to the Joint Committee on Hous- 
ing. In it he reaffirms the need for 1,500,000 housing 
units per year for the next ten years to meet housing 
requirements. McCarthy is preparing a new hous- 
ing bill and predicts passage of some sort of housing 
measure this session. However, he advised that any 
public housing provisions should be placed in a 
separate piece of legislation “in order to avoid the 
emotional pressures which public housing invari- 
ably arouses.” 


Reorganization Plan: House Committee on Execu- 
tive Expenditures, on Feb. 9, adopted H. Con. Res. 
131, expressing disapproval of the President’s Re- 
organization Plan No. 1, 1948. The plan would 
transfer USES and the unemployment compensa- 
tion functions from the Federal Security Agency to 
the Department of Labor. In Senate, the bill is 
before the Labor and Public Welfare Committee. 
Both houses must pass resolutions of disapproval 
within 60 days of its submission to Congress, to pre- 
vent the reorganization from going into effect. 


Rent Control*: On Feb. 18 the Senate Banking 
and Currency Committee reported favorably S. 2182, 
to extend rent control until April 30, 1949. Debate 
on the floor of the Senate was scheduled to start Feb. 
20. Meanwhile, on Feb. 17 the House Banking and 
Currency Committee reported H. R. 5390 extending 
the present Rent Control Act until March 31, 1948, 
with the intent to give further study to the matter 
between now and then. Since the present Act is 
due to expire on the 29th of this month, it is urgent 
that the Senate and House reach agreement on a 
mutually acceptable bill by that date. 


* Indicates League support. 
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